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ABSTRACT 

This paper reports the results of a study conducted 
to compare the locus of control orientation of the following Central 
Florida Cbmmunity College (CFCC) groups: professional personnel 
(administrators, division directors,, counselors, and teaching 
faculty) ; graduates; non- traditional, high-risk students; 
withdrawals; and students dropping two or more courses. Data for 
analysis was obtained as a result of the administration of the Adult 
form'of the "^Nowicki-Strickland Internal-External (ANS-IE) Opinion 
Survey. Because of. the limited response rates of certain study 
sub-groups, generalizations could be made only with regard to CFCC 
professional personnel (N=37)^-and high-risk students (N=40) . Results 
of the study indicated that CFCC professional personnel had 
considerably higher internal locus of control orientation than did 
the total sample of high-risk students. Further, CFCC personnel had 
higher internal locus of control scores than did all student 
respondents. Communicatioii of the concept of locus of control to 
college professional personnel and utilization of techniques designed 
to facilitate stu^dent development of internal locus of control 
orientation were recommended. Tables break down the data by age, sex, 
and race, and the t'cale is appended. (Author/JDS) 
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ABSTRACT 

Using results of the Adul\ form of the Nowl cki -Str i ckl and InternaN 
External Opinion Survey (ANS-IE), this study attempted to compare the locus of 
control orientation of the followinq Central Florida Communi ty Col lege groups: 
professional personnel (administrators, division directors, counselors, and teach^^ 
ing faculty); graduates; nontraditional , high-risk students; withdrawals; and 
students dropping two or more courses. Considering percentages of responses to 
the appeal for participation, valid generalizations could be made from the results 
of only two groups (CFCC personnel and high-risk students). Results proved CFCC 
personnel to have internal locus of control orientation considerably above that of 
the total^'^^ple of high-risk students and far above those f n sqb-samples studfxe4^ .j^- 
(aged 17-20^ by sbx-; aged 17-20; and by race, aged 17"20). An analysis of indi- 
vidual scores of all student respondent* proved that CFCC personnel produced in- 
ternal locus of control scores much higher than the great majority of student 
respondents. Recommendations made included (l) that the college sponsor a work- 
shop to teach its professional personnel the concepts involved in locus of control 
and its impact on student expectancies of success or fa i 1 ure and to teach this 
personnel techniques by which to facilitate the development of an internal locus of 
control orientation of the external students served by the college; (2) that 
Basic Education Department faculty and CFCC counselors use the ANS-IE with new 
high-risk students to intensify their efforts to develop internal ity with these 
students; (3) that counselors offer special group sessions with externally-oriented 
high-risk students; (A) that counselors use the ANS-IE with all new students to 
identify those externally-oriented; (5) that counselors use the ANS-IE in personal 
counseling to determine if externality is instrumental in students* inability in 
solving problem situations in their lives; and (6) that, following the recommended 
workshop, all teaching faculty use the ANS-IE to determine the locus of control ^ 
makeup of/ their classes in order to use appropriate techniques to facilitate success 

for all students. . " 

III 
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• , INTRODUCTION 

A lack of "motivation** of students often has been cited as the cause 
of Central Florida Community College's high attrition rate, poor student per- 
formance, and low percentage -of graduates. Through research, Roueche and Mink 
(1976) and many others have proved that one's locus of control orieRtation is 
instrumental one's degree of success in academic performance and persistence 

o 

Counselors, instructors, and school administrators are 
beginning to realize that apparent lack of "motivation" 
seen in many students is due to an attitude on the student's 
part that he is not in control of his life. Such an atti- 
tude leads to a despa i r i ng , "Why try?" and preseTits the 
student as unmotivated. This apparent lack of effort to do 
weli or try seems to be based on the student's feeling that 
other people or outside influences .(school) control what 
happens to him, no matter how hard he tries to accomplish 
anything. (Roueclfe and Mink, 1976, p. 9). 

The locus of control concept that is being incorporated more and more into 

learning theory and practice is a personality variable developed from J. B. 

Rotter's Social Learning Theory. "The locus of control variable is expressed 

on a continuum from external (control over pay-offs is seen by the learner to 

be outside of his control) to internal (the learner believes that through his 

behavior he can control pay-offs in his life).. ..an internal is a pe-rson who 

perceives that an event or reinforcement is contingent upon his behavior or 

his own characteristics; an external is a person who does not perceive the 

contingencies between his own behavior and outcomes." (Roueche and Mink, 19/6, 

p. 10). (The locus of control theory is discussed more fully in the Background 

and Significance section of this report.) 

This research practlcum developed a comparative study of the locus of 

control orientation of seven CFCC sub-cultures as determined by responses to 

the Adult Form of the Nowicki-Strickland Internal-External Scale (AN^-IE), a 

, ,8 
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locus of control opinion survey. (A copy of the ANS-IE^ls found as Appendix A 
to this report,) The purpose of the study was to determine If the mean responses 
of CFCC professional personnel and a sample of Its May, 1 976,. graduates showed 
nx)rc Internal ity than did the mean responses of possibly less academically success- 
ful student samples. Assuming the locus ^of control concept to be valid relative 
to education, It was felt that such a study should be made to Qompare thejocus of 
control orientations of various student sub-cultures served by these personnel. 
It was felt that if considerable differences existed between the Internal -external 
' orientations of CFCC personnel and any of the student groups, appropriate recommenda- 
tions should be made to the college in order for It to take steps to serve all of 
Its students better by helping those externally-oriented to develop greater self- 
dlrectedness and to develop more internal locus of control orientation. 

Members of seven CFCC sub-cultures were asked to complete the ANS-IE ■ 
opinion survey on a voluntary, anonymous basis,' The following CFCC professional 
personnel samples were iQpluded: administrators, academic division directors, ^ 
counselors, and teaching l^aculty from each academic division -- Bus^iness and 
Social Sciences, Natural Sciences, Appl ied Sciences,- and- Fine Arts, lYi addjtion 
to a sampleof May, 1976, graduates^ samples of the following student groups were 
surveyed: students who had wi thdrawn *f rom the college during Term II, 1975-76; 
students who had dropped tv/o or more courses during Term II, 1975"'76; and non- 
traditional, high-risk stud'ents who entered CFCC Term lll-A, 1975-76, and were 
assigned to courses in the college's Basic Education Department, Means of 
Internal and external responses for all groups surveyed were computed for comp^ari- 
son purposes. Data on. all student groups surveyed was developed also with age 
group, race, and sex as further considerations for the study. 
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. BACKGROUND AND <S I GN I FICANOE 
In a study of the worRs of learning theorists, a number of key concepts 
appears time and again. Concepts such as reinforcement, perception, aspiration 
attitudes, behaviors, expectancy, self-direction, punishment, fear, anxiety, 
threat, need state — all have been used. Interpreted and researched. Each 



''of thpse were brought together mean Ingful ly In J. B. Rotter's Social Learning 
Theo^Vf from, which the personality variable locus of "^cpntrol was developed. 



(Rouche and Mink, 1976) Increasing numbers of educator/s are Incorporating the 
locus of control concept into learning theory and practice., Cohcerned with 
the Individual's taking control of his life — and being taught the process by 
which it is possible — the locus of control concept has become a major factor 
In a. trend . toward helping persons develop a greater sel f-di rectedness. It 
emphasizes ^spons i bi 1 1 ty for one's own behavior. 

The locus of control variable is not truly dichotomous, but, as stated 
In the Introduction to this report, "is expressed on a continuum from external 
(contro^'^er pay-offs is seen by the learner to be outside of his control) 
to internal (the learner believes that through his behavior he can^c^ntrol 
pay-offs in his life)." (Roueche and Mink, 1976, p. lO) In citing the ex- 
tremely large volume of the concept-related research which has verlf ied^^Cfie 
validity of Rotter's construct, Rqueche and Mink (1976, page lO) point out, 
"Studies in^^gcneral have shov/n thai; bein^ 'internal^ is a more positive 
personality trait than being 'external ':.'..( internals) have a higher self- 
concept and are generally better adjusted, more independent, more achieving, 
more realistic in their aspirations, more open to new learning, more 
creative, more flexible, more sel f-rel iant, show more initra^tive and effort in 
controlling the environment, are less anxious, have higher" grades, show more 

3 
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Interest In Intellectual achievement matters, ctc^ The external Is on the 
less positive side of these variables. 

The locus of contro^l concept emphasizes responsibility for one's own 
behavior. The dependence of one's locus of control uporr his reinforcement 
history, according to Roueche and Mink' (1376, pp. 10,11), was one of Rotter's 
hypotheses^ which sees one distinguishing when there are artd are not causal 
relationships between events and therefore Connecting his actions with the 
reinforcements (both positive and negative) that he receives In. life. "Through 
this, expectancies are built up by the person about the contingencies between 
...specific Situations to situations that are more or less related; therefore 
g^enerallzed expectancies become established In the person ' s 'mJnd . " (Roueche 
ahd Mink, 1976, p. 11) The' internal ' s reinforcement history Has provided him 
with success and ^ willingness to try. He has learned that an event or relnr 
forcement is contingent upon his behavior or his own characteristics. Therefore 
he has more openness to new learning. With new learning he becomes more realistic. 
His expectancies and behavior will change as experience indicates is necessary. 
In Gestaltists' terms, this role of successful past experiences would involve 
the Trace Theory Function, the result of earlier processes. (Hilgard and Bower, 
1975) The internal does not see his own behavior as controlling every event 
in his life, but realistically puts nimself and his personal responsibility into 
his endeavors. He is inside rather than outside the formulation of much of 
his 1 1 fe' s success . \ 

An external 'Ms a person who does not perceive the contingencies 
between his own behavior and ouLcomes" (Rouche and Mink, 1576, p. 10). There- 
fore, the external sees the cause of the reinforcement as luck, chance, power- 
ful other persons, etc. He would not believe that he could control the 
^reodcurehce of reinforcement. Externality reduces the amount of learning that 
should occur due to new experiences (Rotter, et al, I962). 

11 
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From the foregoing discussion, It could bo said thot on Internal 

would suffer less debilitating onxlely In regard to learning situations than 

would an external, Freud^s Psychodynamlcs adds support to the locus of 

control concept and Its concern with reinforcement In learning theory, 

Hllgard.and Bower (1975) state that Freud's pleasure principle corresponds 

to contemporary learning theory's reinforcement or today's law of effect: 

The broad concept Ion, common I n both psychoanalysis 
and learning theory, is that a need state is a state 
of high tension. Whether we describe this in terms of 
Instincts seelcing gratification or of drives leading to 
consummatory responses, we are tallying about similar 
events. What controls the direction of movement Is a 
' \ tendency to restore a l<ind of equilibrium, thus reducing 
V tension." (Page 3^8) 

In terms of one's locus of control orientation, this would relate to the 

fact that an internal would be better equipped to meet the demands of a high 

state of tens ion -based on his previous positive reinforcements. He would 

real'ize that his own behavior and subsequent action are the tools by which to 

meet the source of tension head-op. 

As stated earlier, an internal becomes more and more realistic with. 

new learning, an experience he is more open to enter into, than is an external. 

This, too, relates to Freud's Psychodynamlcs and his thoughts on. the '^'reality 

principle", Hilgard and Bower (1975, pp, 3^8, 3^9) In their discussion of 

Freud's reality principle write 

As the young baby grows and matures, It finds that Its 
biological needs are not automatically satisfied by a 
nurturing mother. The child is led into simple Instruction- 
al acts In order to satisfy Its needs; progress fvely , the 
motoric and perceptual skills develop which enSble the 
child to deal with an Increasingly demanding, uncompromising 
social and physical environment. Beglnnmg as a primitive 
savage, the chljd matures and learns to adjust 'to the re- 
alities around him,., .Freud supposed that.a part of the mind 
he called the ego contained all the sicllls of social and. 
physical adjustment learned by the child — • strate-gles of 
postponing small immediate gratifications in order to gain, 
larger delayed rewards, coping strategies of planning, 

1 2 ^ 




reasoning, making rational decisions, and so on. As 
\ Freud would say, any behavior instrumental in adjusting 
the person to reality is done in the service of the 
"real ity principle^*. 

Freud believed that an individual would resort to unrealistic defenses 

when anxiety could not be reduced effectively by realistic methods. These 

unrealistic defenses were thoughtof by Freud as "instrumental behavior designed 

to avoid anxiety created by theX^nflict between an impulse seeking expression 

and the restraining forces of the environment and the superego. One of the 

most elementary defenses against anxiety is simply to consciously deny the cause 

of its existence; this happens particularly when the person cannot easily escape 

the threat by any. other means. Especially for children whose reality-testing 

skills have not yet developed, denial may be a favored method for cancelling 

out. unpleasant events," (HiVgard and Bower (1975, 350) This aspect of 

Fre'bdian Psychodynamics definitely could be applicable to the externally-oriented 

person. Rather than accept. the reality of the situation much less assume 

much responsibility for it — the external very likely would resort to denial. • 

or other ego defense mechanisms such as repress ion, in which the external's 

"defense against anxiety associated with a thought .or idea would be to repress 

it from conscious consideration" (Hilgard and Bower, 1975, p. 350). Still 

another popularly used defense mechanism used by externals is projection, 

described by Hilgard and Bower (1975, p. 350) in. their discussion c. Fread's 

thoughts re^ ited to learning' theory, as, "the blocking of the person's own 

unacceptable impulses and the attribution of the source of the resulting anxiety 

to another person." For example, as Roueche and Mink (1976, p, 12) iodicate, 

"A student who has an external locus of control does not see, or is not willing 

to see, the relationship, between his studying and the grade he receives on the 

final he refiises to take responsibility for his grade the teacher gave 

him a Projection! ^ 

r 

The importance of- an understanding of the locus of control concept and 
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€»nd how it may be in operation at. Central Florida Community College Is evident. 

■ * ■ ' / 

CFCC, as most such colleges in the country, enrolls ever- I ncreas I ng numbers of 
students in Its two degree programs. Many of these students are classified as 
nontradi t ional , high-risk students who probably would not have attempted 
college prior to the advent of the corifimunity junior college for such reasons as 
being from the lower socioeconomic groups, fami ly income, mot i vat io|nal barriers, 
and competitive admissions pol icies. (Roueche'and Pitman, 1972) Over the years 
these high-risk students, once admitted to CFCC as ,el sewhere, have not per- 
sisted long. Often such students have different cultural backgrounds which 
have "failed to provide them with experiences typical of the youth that 
colleges are accustomed to teaching." (Roueche and Pitman, 1972, p. 7) Many 
have experienced considerable fai lure and have little ff any positive self- 
regard and faith in themselves insofar as college work is concerned. (Roueche 
and Kirk, 1973) CFCC has experienced similar figures to a 197.1 study by 
Medsker and Tillery quoted in Roueche and Pitman (^;]72, p. 12) that "only one- 
tn i rd of those starting transfer programs in the two-year colleges actually 
transferred." " ^ 

Also, more and more minority students of differing cultural backgrounds 
and educational attitudes are entering CFCC (Weaver, 1976). During Term II, 
1975-76, the college employed a Minority Recruiter as a follow-up to its Equal 
Access-Equal Opportunity studies. (Weaver, 1976). ^^Andrew Goodrich, Minority 
Research Director of the American Association of Junior Colleges, reports that 
the nationwide return rate of minority students to community colleges after one 
year Is only one in nine" (Rouche and Kirk, 1973, p. 30). Christner (1975, 
p. k) found in a review of \k research studies, that re tardates , Ch i canos , 
the handicapped, and. Blacks are more externally-oriented than middle class 
whites. She concl uded , "Th is is in line with the (locus of controt) theory 
which would state this is due to their reinforcement histories. (Generally, 
these groups have been manipulated more and have had less opportunities to 

- 14 . ■. ' 



develop more Internal orientations." 



As stated in the Introduction to this report, lack of "motivation" is 
often heard at CFCC as the cause of high attrition rates, poor student per- 
formance and attendance, and any number of other complaints. 

Through research, Rouche and Mink (1976) among many others, have 

proved that one's locus of control orientation plays a great part in one's ^ 

degree of success or failure in academic performance and persistence. In 

their introduction to ImprovFng Student Motivation , they s.iy (page 1), 

America was founded on the principles of autonomy and 
self-determination. Odd as it may seem the complexity 
and depersonalization of modern America has 'eroded in- 
dividual autonomy and self-confidence more than mos^of 
OUT other founding pr i nci pi es. . . .Our experience,^ practice 
arid research in community colleges across the cou:^Jtry 
have- indicated time and again the power, of the ideas 
presented. the development of a self-concept characterized 
by internal locus of control facilitates identity and in- 
deed, success. 

In a 197^"75 Term I study of problem areas identified by 306 incoming 
CFCC freshman students surveyed By use of the Mooney Problem Check List, 
"Adjustment to College Work" was expressed as the greatest area of concern of 
these students. Eighty-five percent of the 1^9 males and 82 percent of the 
157 females expressed such . concern. (Weaver, 197^) 

Roueche and Mink (1976, p. 1) tell us. 

Community junior colleges now enroll a large percentage orf 
"high-risk" students whose educational histories are non- 
traditional. Many of these students have a history of 
failures and/or no or little sense of control and self- 
direction in their lives. The challefsge faced by community 
college instructors and counselors is to aid these students 
In the realization of control in their lives and in the 
expectation of succeeding rather than failing. Helping to 
develop an internal locus of control orientation in students 
constitutes one key to facilitating student success. 

One of a number of recommendations made in a recent Nova University 

Curriculum Development Module practlcum dealing with CFCC's nont rad i t ional , 

high-risk students was to utilize college Staff and Professional Development 

15 
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funds for an on-campus Vvorkshop on **How to Motivate Students", hopefully to be 
led by Dr. John E. Roueche, Professor at the University of Texasj^ and a Nova 
University national lecturer in Curriculum Development. (Weaver, 1976) 
I t was felt at the time of this recommendat ion a ttr i t ion rates, poor performance, 
etc., could be dealt with by college personnel more effectively and realistically 
if they were updatQ.d on recent trends and instructed in how to deal with this 
type of~student. This current Learning Theory study intensified the need to 
discover more about the locus of control orientation of both CFCC personnel 
and student samples to provide information from which the recommended workshop 
on *'How to Motivate Students" could profit. 



PROCEDURES 

The ANS-IE Opinion Survey used as the basis for the data of this 
study was distributed to prospective participants in each of the seven 
groups surveyed as follows: 

CFCC PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL 

V. Administrators . This group included the President, the Dean of 
Student Affairs, the Dean of Academic Affairs, the Dean of Administrative 
Services, the Director of Research and Development, and the Director of Ad- 
missions and Records. All were asked to participate on a voluntary, anonymous 
basis, with the exception that the opinion surveys were"^ marked ''Administration 
for recognition purposes. 

2. Division Directors . This group included the di rectdrs of each of 
the four academic divisions of the college: Natural .Sciences, Business and 
Social Sciences, Applied Sciences, and Fine Arts. All were asked to partici- 

\ 

pate on a voluntary, anonymous basis,, with the exception tnat the opinion 
surveys were marked ''Division Di rectors** for recogni tion purposes. 

3. Counselors . This group included each of the five professionally- 
trained counselors on the CFCC faculty. All were asked to participate on a 
voluntary, anonymous basis, with the exception that the opinion surveys were 
marked "Counselors" for recogni tion purposes. 

if. - Teaching Faculty . This group included faculty members from each 
of the four academic divisions of the college as well as from the college's 
Basic Education Department, whirh teaches non-traditional, high-risk students. 
Names of at least four faculty members in each division were randomly selected 
by drawing. All were asked to participate on a voluntary, anonymous basis, 
with the exception that the opinion surveys were marked with the name of the 



u 

appropriate academic division for recognition purposes. 

• STUDENTS ■ ° ' ' . ' 

1. Hay Graduates > A request for volunteer participants was made 
at a meeting of prospective May, 1976, graduates, at which 95 prospective 
graduates were in attendance. Copies of the AN$-IE Opinion Survey were 
distributed to each of the students. Time did not allow them to complete 
the survey during ttje meeting. Those who participated did so on their own 
time and returned the form to the Counseling Offices. 

2. Students who withdrew from CFCC . The names of the 95 students 
who withdrew from CFCC during Term II, 1975^76, were obtained from the CFCC 
Records Office. A request for participation was mailed to each of these 95 
-former students together with a copy of the opinion survey and'a stamped, 
addressed return envelope. All ,were asked to participate on a voluntary, 

- ■ ♦ ■ ■ ■ . 

anonymous basis and to provide information as to their se::, age, and race. 
Each survey form was color coded for recognition purposes. 

3. Students who dropped two or more courses . The names of 128 
students who had drgpped two or more courses during Term II, 1975"56, were 
obtained from the CFCC Records Office. A request for participation was mailed 
to each of these 128 students together withacopy of the opinion survey and a 
stamped, addressed return envelope. All were asked to participate on a volun- 
tary, anonymous basis and to provide information as to their.sex, age, and race. 
Each survey form was color coded for. recogni t ion purposes. 

I|. Basic Education Department students . Students in Basic Educat^ion 
Department courses are marginal, non-traditional, high-risk students who are . 
assigned to classes in the department on the basis of an evaluation of high 
school performance, background, and standardized test scores such as the Florida 
Twelfth Grade Placement Test. Forty of these students were enrolled in the two 
sectionsof Basic English (ENG 101) offered Term lll-A, 1975^76. Most of the 
forty were enrolled in other coursed within^the Basic Education Department. As 



an In^cl^iis ENG 101 assignment, all of the kO students completed the ANS-IE 
Opinion Survey and provided information as to their sex, age, and race^ 

The data derived from the study was used to compare the Internal- 
External Locus of Control . orientation of the e ight groups . Although not to 
be tested by statistical analysis other than comparisons of means aTid percentages, 
the basic hypothesis of the study was that CFCC administrators, d ivi s^^n^d i rectors 
counselors ,. teaching faculty, and graduates would have high i nterna 1 locus of 
control orientations and that students who are high-risk or who w? thdrew from 
tfie college or dropped two or more courses would have high external locus of 
control orientations. Thus, the comparative study sought to answer the follow- 
Jn questions: , 

Is there a difference between the internal locus of control means 
of CFCC professional personnel and -- 



1 . -- CFCC graduates. 

2. -- CFCC students who withdrew from the college. 

3. CFCC students who dropped two or more courses. 
^. -- new CFCC rion-tradi t iona 1 , high-r i sk students . 

5. — CFCC student samples by age groups --—17=^0, 21-30, and 

31 and oyer, " 

6. — CFCC student .samples by race.. 

7. CFCC student samples by sex. 

8. -T the various CFCC professional personnel sub-sampl es of 




which it is composed. 
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Limitations of the Study ^ . ' i 

!• The entire study was to be based on data. derived from responses to 
the ANS-IE opinion survey. With only two exceptions (Basic Education students and 
May graduates), no direct, person^-to-person appeals for participation were possible. 
Rather, the requests for anonymous, voluntary participation were mailed to the 
prospective participants, (See' Appendix B,) With such little to motivate them, 
prospective participants easily could disregard the appeal, 

2* Mailed-out questionnaires were used since a better method was not 
available, but such an approach had dubious merit due to the likelihopd of poor 



response as well as the researqher's inability to check the responses, A response of 
50r!60^ would be considered a reasonably poor response and one open to question. For 
rrioce valid interpretation of responses, the mailed-out questionnaire return would 
have to be 80-90^, otherwise valid generalizations could not be made. With less than 
80-90^ response, the researcher should have attempted to learn something about the 
characteristics of the non-respondents. This '.*ould not be possible, (Kerlinger, I966) 

3« It was impossible to determine the race of the students who- were be ing 
asked to participate in the study. Consequently, it' would be impossible to determine 
if the percentages of blacks and whites responding was in proportion to the total of"\^ 
such students who were asked to participate. 

It was impossible to determine the age of any of the students who were 
asked to participate in the study; although it -was known that the larger percentage 
of the college enrollment was in the I7"20 age group, 

5* The total teaching facul ty members from which to randomly select a 
sample was limited inasmuch as the stu^y was undertaken during CFCC's Term lll-A, 
a summer term, in which only approximately 50 percent of the facul ty teaches, 

6. Questions on the ANS-IE opinion survey vyhich Was used as the basis 
of tfie study could be interpreted differently or misinterpreted entirely by respond- 
ents, even though the instrument has been proved a valid and reliable one, 

, - 20 
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■ 7« Time would be a factor in accumulating the data. If relatively 
few person^;' responded prior to the date on which it would be necessary to process 
and analyze, the data, the study's results would have less meaning. 



8. A possible 1 imitation regarding the responses of -those students 
who had wi thdrawn from CFCC or who had dropped two or more courses* was that those 
who would take the time to respond and mail back the survey I'orm perhaps might be 
more Internal in their l,ocus of control or lentat ion. Those not replying possibly 
could be more external. The study, therefore, might be distorted. 

Basic Assumptions " j 

• . 

1. The primary basic^ass^umption of this study was that the Locus of 



Control concept developed frcn Rot'ter' s . Social Learning Theory coristfuct was valid.— 
Roueche and Mink (19-76, p. lO) cite^^ *-An extremely large volume of research has been 
produced veri.fying the va'lidity of Rotter's construct." 

2. It was assumed that the Now-icki-Str ickland Internal-External Scale 
(ANS-IE) would-be the appropriate instrument to use in the comparative study. 
"This scale is der ived\from Rotter^' s theory and has been shown very acceptable 
psychometric characteristics."- (Roueche and Mink, 1976, pp. 18-19-V 

• 3* yas assumed that the ANS- I E Jnst rument would be readily understood 
and answered.- It "consists of ^0 Items (at a fifth grade reading level) answered 
either yes or no... (it) takes about 15 or minutes for the student to take. The 
students are told that it is an opiniorji. survey (which it is). The directions ijre 
.self-explanatory." (^^oueche aad Mink, l'$7^^. p. 19) 

The ANS-IE is appropria^te for a comparative study between groups.-^ 



"•..this^t^t is group-^referenced. . . .for discovering trends withln^a particular ^ 
group." C'Roueiche and Mink, "1976, p. 19) ^ > rV / 



5*. Recopimendat ions to the college can be made based on the^res.ults of 



the ANS-IE. For example,^ instructors can be taught the^eopcept of locus of 
control and howvto interpret x^he. results of a group and of individuals within the 
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group. One^s attention can "focus on the more external student and remediating ♦ 
his weaknesses though thie median of a series of success experiences and techniques, 
(Roueche and Mink, 1976, p. 20) 

The assumpt ion was made that CFCC professional personnel, by virtue 
of their previous academic and professional success, would show high internal ity; 
and that student samples would show less internal ity. To serve better these more 
external students, a comparative study could demonstrate this difference in this 
locus of control personality variable. From this information, recommendations 
could be made, 

7. It was assumed that CFCC graduates, having made it successfully 
through the system, would show high internal ity — comparable to that of CFCC 
professional personnel. As i nternal s , they would "see that their studying for 
the final woul d di rectly affect their grade. They have an expectancy of "cbrTtrbr. • , 
They have an expectancy of success, since they haye learned to connect or 5ee . 
the contingencies between their behavi9r and the reinforcements they receive." 
(Roueche and Mink, 1976; p,12) 
, --8. rt was assumed that CFCC students who withdrevy, from the college or 

who dropped two or more courses would be more external than CFCC personnel and 

( ' ^ 
CFCC graduates. They didn^t "survive", possibly due to an external locus of 

control in wFnch they do not believe they can control the pay-offs in their lives 

through'^thei r own behavi^or. "If a person does not see the cont ingencies between ' 

his own behavior and reinforcements, he will learn less, exert l^ss control over 

his environment and therefore his own-life, A person who has an extern^al locus , 

of control does not see, or is not willing to see, the re la t ionsh i p^Le tween his . 



studying and the grade he receives on the final'-- he refuses to. t^ke responsi- 
bility for his grade (Roueche and Mink, 1976, p- 12) > 
^ 9. It was assumed that the CFCC Basic Educat ion. Department * s non-. 
'traditional, high-risk students would show much less internal ity than CFCC 
personnel or graduates. "Community and junVor col Ibges now enroll a large 

ERIC ^ . • • 



percentage of 'high-risk' students whose educational histories, are nontradi t lonal * 
Many of these students have a history of failure and/or no or little sense of 
control and sel f-di rect ion in thei r 1 i ves.'* (Roueche and Mink, 1976, p. I) 

VO: It was assumed that minority students would show less internal ity 
than CFGC personnel and graduates. ''Characterized by feelings of powerl essness , . 
worthlessriess, al ienat ion and inappropriate adaptive behaviors — delinquency, 
hostility, unrealistic levels of aspiration, lack of problem-solving skill and 
experience — persons from all ethnic groups in the lower social strata find 
themselves among the ranks of the physically and mental ly handicapped," (Roueche 
and Mink, 1976, p. 25) 

' 11. It was assumed that all student groups aged 17"20 would show less 
internal ity. than CFCC personnel, graduates, and older students. 

12. It was assumed that possibly female students would show less 
internal ity than male students, due to traditional stereotypical values and 
attitudes they may have internalized during their maturation process. 

13. It was assumed that all CFCC personnel, sub-samples- woul d show high ? 
internal ity — with' very little di fference in means -q.r range of scores. 

1^.. It was assumed that most CFCC personnel would voluntarily partici- ^ 

<f ^ 

pate'in the study by completing and returning the ANS-IE opinion survey. 

15. It was assumed that a reasbnable percentage of students who had 

withdrawn from CFCC or who had dropped two or more courses would be returned despite 

the indirect, mailed-<out appeal for their participation. 

^ 16. It was assumed that a reasonable percentagejof prospective May 

graduates woul d . respond to the appeal for participation made directly to them at 

-theirjneeting. of prospective graduates. 

17/ It was assumed that the Bas ic Educat ion * ENG 101 instructor-would- . 

fol low through on his agreement to provide the Basic Education non-tra'ditibnal , 

high-risk student salnple's responses. 
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RESULTS 



Table 1 below shows the percentages of responses to the ANS-J^E partici- 
pation appeal received from the various CFCC professional personnel groups. 



■ / TABLE 1 

'ANS-IE DISTRIBUTION, RESPONSE, AND 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSE INFORMATION 
OF CFCC PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL 



Group 


Distributed 


Responses 


Percentage 
of Return 


Administrators 




5 




Division Directors^ 


k 




100% 


Counselors 


5 


5 


1,00% 


Teaching Faculty 


2^ 


23 


96% ' 


— Business S Social Sciences 


5 • 


5 


ioo% 


— Natural Sciences / 

•'V . V 


5 


k 


80% 


— Appl ied Sciences 


5 ' 


5 


100% 


— Basic' Education 


k 




100% 


— Fine A.rts ^ 

'\ 


5 


5 


100% 


.CFCC PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL 


39 


37 


95% 



Table 2 on the next page of this' report^ shows the percentages of . 
responses to the ANS-IE participation appeal received from the various CFCC 
.s_tydent groups surveyed. 24 ' 
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. TABLE 2 

ANS-IE DISTRIBUTION, RESPONSE, AND 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSE INFORMATION 
OF FOUR STUDENT GROUPS SURVEYED // 


Group 

May Graduates . 


Distributed 
■ 95 


Responses 
25 


Percentage 
of Return 

26% 


Term 1 1 Wi thdrawal s 


95 


38 




Term 11 - Dropping 2 or more 
Courses 


128 


\ 56 




New Basic Education, High-Risk 
Students ~ \ ' 


^0 




100% 



Table 3 below shows the age group distribution of the 159 respondents fronK 
the four student samples. ^ • 



TABLE. 3 • ' 

STUDENT SAMPLES' RESPONDENTS 
BY AGE GROUP 


SAMPLE: . 


• Z of 
17-20. Total 


% of . 
21-30 Total 


■ 31 &. %.of 
Over • Total 


Total 


May Graduates 


16 " 6i»% 


8 3?% 


r h% 


25 


Withdrawals 


18 M7Z 


, ]k 37% 


.6 16% 


38 


Dropping 2 or 
More Courses 


' 37 66% 


16 29%- 


3 \, 5% 


56 


Basic Education 
•. Students 


15 37.5% , 


17 ^2.5% ' 


" 8. 2p^% 





Table k on the next page of this report shows the ^sex distribution of 
the 159 respondents from the four student groups . 
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. ^ " TABLE l\ . ' ■ 

STtTOENT SAMPLES' RESPONDENTS ' • 
J^B\ SEX DISTRIBUTION 

• AND AGE GROUP ' ' • 


Group, 


17-20 
Male Female 


21-30 
Male Female 


31 & Over 
Ma 1 e Fema 1 e 


TOTALS: 
Not 

Male Female Given All ' 


Graduates' * 


9 


7 




. h 


0 


1 


13 


12 


0 


25 


Withdisuvals 


6 


12:' 


6 


8 


5 . 


1 


17 


21 


0 


38 


c 

c 

Dropping 2 or 
More Coui^^s 


18 


17 


12 


6' .. 


2 


1 


32 


2i» 


0 


56 


Basic Education 
Students 


8 


7 


12 




8 - 


0 


28 


• 11 


1 


ho 



Table 5 below shov/s the distribution by race of the 159 respondents from 
the four student groups surveyed. . 





TABLE S ■ ■ 

STUDENT SAMPLES' RESPONDENTS , ' 
BY RACE AND AGE GROUP- 


Group 


17-20 
White Black 


2lr30 
White Black 


31 e O^r 
White Black 


TOTALS: 
Whitp Black Other 


Graduates \ 


15 


1 


.8 


0 


0 


1. 


23 


2 


. 0 


Withdrawals 


17 


1 


8 


6 


6 


0 


31 


, 7. 


0 


Dropping 2 or 
More Courses 


27 


8 


10 .. 


8 ' 


* 2 


1 


33 


17 


0 


Basic Education 
Students 




7 


11 


6 


8' 


0 


2k 


■J 

13 


•3 : 
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All CFC^ Personnel Data Results 



Appendix C presents all calculation figures of Internal and external 
locus of control response means, corresponding percentages of Internal ity and ex- 
ternality, and the plus-or-minus. differences from the All CFCC Personnel means for 

- , • . . *»■ 

each CFCC personnel sub-sample. [ 

The internal locus of control mean for All CFCC Personnel was calculated 
as 331. (The totcTl possible internal ojr exte^rnal responses was 40, the total number 
of ANS-lt items!)' This All CFCC Personnel Internal response mean of 33 out of ^0 
represented 82.5% internajity. 'The external response mean of 7 represented 17«5% 
externality expressed by the All CFCC Personnel sample^ 



•aphi</a1 



=4 Ftgure 1 on the next page of- this report graphically presets the All 
CFCC Personnel internal response mean of 33 compared with the internal response 
means of each of the sub-samples of which the All CFCC Personnel a'ean is comprised. 
These sub-samples' -Internal response means and their ccfrrefBtand+ng percentages c^f „ 
internal ity and externaUty are presentea below in Tab'le 6. x o 



• TABLE 6 

INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL LOCl'5 OF CONTROL MEANS AND 
THE CORRESPONDING PERCENTAGES OF 
INTERNAL I TY-EXTERNAL ITY OF 
CFCC PERSONNEL SUB-SAMPLES 



V,. 





1 nternal 


1 

Correspond i ng 


External 


Correspond ins^ 




Response 


Percentage 


Response 


- Percentage 


Group. 


Mean 


of 1 nternal i ty 


Mean 


of External i ty 


Administrators , 


3^ 




~ ' 6 




Division Directors 


3 r , 


77.5^ 


9 


^•>5% 


>» . * ' 
Counselors 


35 


87.5? 




12.5% ] 


All_teaching Faculty. 


. 33 


82". 5% 


• 1 ■ 


17.5% 


--Basr:ness^S Soc. Sc'i, 35 . 


87.5? . 


5 


12.5% 


— NaturibV Sciences 




-85S; 


6 


15% 


— Appl ied Sc iences 


33. 


• 82 .•5?- 


7 


17.5% 


--Basic Education 


• 33' 


82.5% 


' 7 


17.5% 


— Fine Arts ; _ 

\ — 


28 


70% 


12 


. 30% 
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A COMPARISON OF THE INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL MEANS 
OF THE CFCC PERSONNEL SUB-SAMPLES 
WITH THE ALL-CFCC PERSONNEL MEAN 



DIRECTORS 



■B) 

MG 
-23) 



TBAC^UlHGc FACULTy 



.: ; Busm£s$,^ social 

STUPIES 

; ; : natural ^ci^hicEs 

-.CNrH-) 

tASIC EPUCATIfiM.. 
EPARTMENT (N-.if) 

FINE ART5 Cm --5) 




; ALL CCCC^PE/??ONNJEL 




LOCUS OF COWTKOL 
. .. . ''IMTE^AL'RE?P0M5E5 
(MEAMS.) 

.1 


ZS ZL 27 28 2<i ?i>Ol 31^33 5^ 3J 3fc 37 3f 3<J '/e 

■ ' t '* " - • ■ ■. ■ 



Figure 1 



;■:>■ .": 



r 



28 



ERIC 



' 22 :^ . • 

Table 7 below shows the ranges, medians, and means of the Internal locus 
of control responses for the CfCC professional personnel surveyed. 







TABLE 7 


... It 






INTERNAL ! OCUS OF CONTROL RESPONSES: 
Range of Scores, Medians, and Means 
of CFCC Personnel Sub-Samples 




Group 


. N 


Range 


Median 


Mean 


Administrators 




c 


31-38 


33 




Division Directors 






21-38 


32 


31 


Counselors 




5 


30-38 


• 38 


35 


All Teaching Faculty 




23 


21-38 


33 


33 


— Business & Social 


Sciences 


5 


31-38 


35 


35 


--Natural Sciences 






30-37 






--Applied Sciences, 




5 


29-37 


33 


33 


— Basic Education 






31-37 


32.5 


33 


— Fine Arts 




5 


21-37 


27 


28 


ALL CFCC PERSONNEL 


37 


21-38 


33 


13 



Figure^on the next page of this report graphically compares the range 

of internal locus of control responses of all CFCC personnel sub-samples as well as 

1.' - • 

all student sub-samples by ag^ group, race, and sex. For further comparison. Figure 
3 on the following page graphically compares, the ranges of external locus of control 
responses of al 1 CFCC personnel sub-sampl es as well as all student sub-samples by 
age group, race, and sex. It was hot iced that generally, the internal responses 
range was considerably smaller. for the CFCC personnel sub-samples than were the 
ranges for the student sub-samples. ^ 
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• A. COMPARISON OF THE RANjEES OF INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL SCORES 

OF ALL SUB-SAMPLES 
WITH THE ALL-CFCC PERSONNEL RANGE OF SCORES 



CFCC PERSONNEL 
ADMlWISTRATORS 

: vmsm m^croRs 

ALL 'TEACMU& FACULTY 

- BOS. < SOCIAL SCIENCE 
-NATURAL SC/EMCES 
. -APPLIED SCIENCES 
-B/\5(C EPUeAT/o}? 
-RM.- AR.TS> 

ALL C FCC PER50MWEL 




531-38 

— s 2/-38 

. =30-38- 

— — — 21-38 

1 30-37 

« 29-37 

-3/- 37 

• 21-37 


hAAV GRADUAT1ES 
-AGEP 17-ZO 

-A Sep 31 1 over 

-WHITE * 

-BLACK 

-MALE 
-FEMALE 


: . — — — « /<J-56 

-f9.-36 

-27-3'/ 

- ..- - BU 

- - l^-3t 

— ' =27-3t 

: • I9'3C 

^ ; 27.54 




^ «^^3^| 

: .-e2-.?5 


-A&rp 31 f Dve/^ 

. -BLACK 
—MALE 
-PEKALE 




— 127-3«? 

r ' -*2Z-J? . 

T-. ^ZZ'U. 

■ ^ZZ'S^ 

:Z2'3C 


2 OK MORE COURSES 


. : ' ' ' xfi.36 


i . - A&£P 2/-^o 
. • "A&EV 31 f CVEP. 

; -WfllTE 

\ -BLACtC 

- MALE 
\ FEMALE 


^ =(4-38 

: — ri = a-3a 

. — -37-38 

• -a-38 

.-/6-37 

— — ^^a.js 

: • : ::fi.38 


( PA^IC EDUCATiON 
i VMGW K\SiC SrJPEMT? 
-^G-EP /7-ZD 

, - ASED .2It3o 

; -- A&Ea-3l f OVETJ. V 

! .-WWItE 

1 -BLACK 

1 - HALE 
! --FerHALE 

1 


«/8^36 

' — iVS.3tf 

: «^/S.3C 

: =2S-35 

. . «ia-3t. 

—- ^ 18-37 

' — ___jM8-3a 


\LOCUS. OF co^i■^^aL 

"[M.TEKNf^L" 
KESPONSES 




1 • • • ... 

^ • .... • ' r..' ^ 

- . . . Figure 2 
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A COMPARISON OF THE RANGES OF EXTERNAL 
LOCUS OF CONTROL SCORES OF ALL SUB-SAMPLES 
WITH THE ALL-CFCC PERSONNEL RANGE OF SCORES 



CFCC PEgSOfv/NEL 
. APMimSTRATOIZS 

D/V//S/OWPI SECTORS 

COUNSELORS 

. AlLlEACmNG PACOLjy 

: -BpSA SOCIAL SGEt^CE 
.fj/ 



-N/ATUf^L SC/EMCeS 

. —BAS\CBDUCATioN 
.-FINE-/\R.TS 

ALL CFCC PER50M/S/EL 



-^AG^V 17-20 

-<A&EC> 21-30 
~/A&ET? 31 1 0VE(2. 

-BLACK 
-MALE 



-A&ED (7-20 
-AGS'D 21-30 

-BUACK 

-MALE 

-FEMALE 



2 Qg M6f(£ COURSES 

-AGEP /7-20 
-'i^^S 2 '-.30 

. -WHITE" 
-BLACk: 
- WALE 
-FEMALE 



2-1 



■jr- 2.10 



2- 1 

• 3-10 
— 3-11 

3- 9 



2-3 



-AGE'D 17-20 
-AG-EC? ZI-30 
-AfrEP 3/tOVEJ2. 
— WHrTE 

- OTWEE. 

-MALE 

^FEMALE 



E£SP0MSE5 



2-/? 



3-/"} 



V-21 
£-(3 
f 

13 

W-2/ 
t-f3 



1-16 
S-/8 

«-l3 
/-I8 

'4-13 
«-lS 

«f-i8 



2-17 



5-1^ 



f -22 

6-2Z 
•^•22 

4-22 

H-2Z 
U-ZZ 



2-3Z 



2-3Z 

2- 32 

3- 24 

2-32 
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Table 8 below shows the pi us-or-mlnus differences from the All CFCC 
Personnel Internal locus of control mean (33) for each of the CFCC personnel 
sub-sample means. 



TABLE '8 

DIFFERENCES FROM THE ALL CFCC PERSONNEL 
INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL MEAN (33) 
OF EACH OF THE CFCC PERSONNEL SUB-SAMPLES' 
INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL MEANS 



Group 


. N 


Mean 


Difference from the 
All CFCC Personnel 
Internal Mean (33) 


Administrators 

•» 


5 


3^ 


+ 1 


Division Directors 


k 


31 


- 2 


Counselors 


5 


35 


/ + 2 


All Teaching Faculty 


23 


33 


0 


— Business 6 Social Sciences 


5 


35 


+ 2 


--Natural Sciences ' 


h 




+ 1 


— Applied Sciences 


5 


'33 


0 


■ — Basic Education 


h 


33 


0 


— Fine Arts 


5 


-. 28 


- 5 



Figure l\ on the next page of this report graphically presents the plus- 
or-minus differences from the All CFCC Personnel internal locus of control mean (33) 
for all of the CFCC personnel sub-samples as well as for student samples by total, 
aged 17-20, and race, aged 17^20, lt was noted that generally the differences from 
the All CFCC internal locus of control mean was slighter for CFCC personnel sub-samples 
than it was for the student samples, 
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SUB-SAMPLES 



Figure h 



1 . 

2. 
3. 
A. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 



Adm inJstrators 
Division Directors' 
Counselors 

All Teaching Faculty 
Business £ Social Science 
Facu ] ty 

Natural Sciences Faculty 
Applied Sciences Faculty 
Basic Education Faculty 
Fine Arts Faculty 
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10. May Graduates - Total Sample 

11, Withdrawals - Total^Sample 
.12, Students Dropping 2 or More 

Courses - Total Sample 
13. Basic Education Students - Total 
May Graduates - Aged 17-20 

15. Withdrawals - Age.d 17-20 

16, Students Dropping 2 or More Courses 
Aged 17-20 

17. Basic Education Students - 17-20 

18, May Graduates,. White, 17-20 
!9. May Graduates, Black, 17-20 

20. Withdrawals, White, 17-20 

21. Withdrawals, Black, 17-20 

22. Dropping 2 or More, White, J7-20 

23. Dropping 2 or More, Black, 17-20 
2^. Basic Educ, Students , White, 17-20 
25. Basic Educ. Students, Black, 17-20 



27 

. 'For fuVther comparison, Table 9 below shows the pi us-or-mlnus differences 
from the All CFCC Personnel external locus of control mean (7) for^ach of the CFCC 
personnel sub-samples. /• , 



TABLE 9 

DIFFERI-NCES FROM THE ALL CFCC PERSONNEL 
EXTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL MEAN (7) 
OF EACH OF THE CFCC PERSONNEL SUB-SAMPLES' 
EXTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL MEANS 



Group 


N 


Mean 


Difference from the 
All CFCC Personnel 
External Mean (7) 


Administrators 


, 5 


6 


- 1 


Division Directors 


h 


9 


+ 2 


Counselors 


5 


5 


- 2 


All Teaching Faculty 


23 


7 


0 


— Business & Social Sciences 


5 


5 


- 2 


— Natural Sciences 


k 

4 


6 


- 1 


--Applied Sciences 


5 


^ 7 


0 


— Bdsic Education 


k 


7 


0 


— Fine Arts 


5 


12 


+ 5 



Figure 5 on the next page of this report grapfh ical ly presertts the plus-or- . 
minus differences from the Al I CFCC Personnel external locus of control mean (7) 
for all CFCC personnel sub-samples as well as for student samples by total, agedl7-20, 
and race, aged 17-20. It was noted that generally the differences fjTom the All CFCC ^^ 
external locus of control mean was slighter for CFCC personnel sub-samples than it 
was for the student samples, 
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EXTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL: 



A Compa r t son o,f 
: \- . Of 9 CF" 

\ and 

From the Totv 



the Differences of the Means 
J^er'sonnel Sub-samples 

tudcnt Sub-samples ^ 
CFCC Personnel Mean (X^?) 




SUB-SAMPLES 



Figure 5 



1 . Adm i n i s tr a tors - 

2, Division Directors 

3. Counselors .. 

All Teaching Faculty 

5, Business S Social Science 
Faculty. 

6, Natural SciencesFaculty 

7, Applied Sciences Faculty 

8, Basic Education Faculty 

9, Fine Arts Facul ty 
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10, 

1 1 . 

12, 
13. 

15. 
16,- 

17. 
18. 
IS. 
20- 
21 . 
22. 

23. 
2^1. 

25. 



May Graduates - Tot 
Withdrawals - Total 
Students Dropping 2 
Courses - Total Sam 
Basic Education Stu 
May Graduates - Age 
Wi thd rawa Is - Aged 
Studencis Dropping 2 
Aged 17-20 
Basic Education Stu 
May Graduates, Whit 
May Graduates, Blac 
Wi thd rawa Is, White, 
Wf thd rawa Is, Black, 
Dropp i ng 2 or More , 
Dropping 2 or More, 
Basic Educ, Student 
Basic Educ, Student 



a 1 Sample 

Samp 1 e 
- o r More 

pie 

dents - Total 
d 1 7-20 
17-20 
or More Courses 

dents - 17-20 
e, 17-20 
k, 17-20 
1 7-20 
17-20 

White, 17-20 
Black, ■ 1 7-20 
s. White, 17-20' 
s. Black, 17-20 . 
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May Graduate. Data Results 

. Appendix D presnjfits all calculation figures of Internal and external 
„ h)cus of control response means, corresponding percentages of Internal Ity and 
' exterhal I ty, and the plus-or-mlnus differences from the All CFCC Personnel means* 
for each May graduate sub-sample. 

As noted In Table 2, page l8^ the percentage of responses received 
from May graduates was 26 percent, far less than the 80-90% considered necessary 
in order to be able to make any valid generalizations from the data. With this 
In, mind, calculations were prepared nevertheless. 

The internal locus of control mean for the May graduate sample was 
calculated as 30^., three less than the All CFCC Personnel internal response mean of 
33- This mean of 30 out of kO responses represented 75% internality compared to 
82. 5% internality for .the All CFCC Personnel sample. The external response mean of 
10 for May graduates is three more than the A'' CFCC Personnel response, mean of 7 
and represents 2SZ externality as compared to 17.5^ externality expressed by the 
All CFCC Personnel sample. 

Table 10 on the following page of this report summarizes data on May 
graduates' internality and externality by sub-samples. 

Figure 6, whnch follows Table 10, graphically presents the internal 
locus of control response means of May graduates and all May graduate sub-samples 
as compared to the internal locus of control response mean of the All CFCC 
Personnel sample. 
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A COMPARISON OF THE INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL MEANS 
OF MAY GRADUATES 
WITH THE ALL-CFCC PERSONNEL MEAN 



ALL CFCC PERSONNEL 




MAV GRAPUATG-S 
CM-ZS) 

BV AGE GROUP 

17-2,0 (f^'^IL) 

21-30 (n- e ) 

31 f OVEP.CM= I ) 
ALLA(5ESCM»25) 

BV RACE - WHITE 
\7- 20 Cti -.iS) 
21-30 (M- B ) 

ALLAQES(f4'-Z3) 

BY gACE- SLACK 
17- 2o Ca'- ' ) 
21- 30 fN^ 0 p 

ALL AGES(rMv2^ 

BY SEX-hMLg 
l7-ZoCN'7) 
2/. 30 ((^s>f, ) 

/^LL A<?ESfN=l3) 
BY SEX - FEMALE 

21- 30 (N- ^ ) 
31 c overCm= O 
ALL AGBSC^'ii) 



LOCUS Of CpWTKOL^ 
CMEANS) 



20 21 2Z 23 2«f 2£ Zt 27 2? 21 3<> 31 ?i 35 3S 3t ?7 Jf 31 
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Figure 6 



32 



Toble 11 below shows the ranges, medians, and mearts, of the Internal 
:ontrol responses for' the sampli 
by age (17-20) and by race (aged 17-20). 



locus of control responses for' the sample of May graduates and selected sub-samples 



TABLE 11 

MAY GRADUATE INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL RESPONSE 
RANGES, MEDIANS, AND MEANS 
BY T0T;\L sample and two selected . SUB-SAMPLES 
(By Age (17-20) and By Race (Aged 17-20) 



Group 


N 


Range 


Median 


Mean 


Total May Graduate Sample 


•25 


1^36 


31 


30 


Graduates, Aged 17-20 


16 


19-36 


23 


28 


Graduates, White, 17-20 




19-36 


29 


30 


Graduates, Black, 17-20 


1 


27 


27 


i 27 / 



Figure 2 on page 23 of this report graphically compares the ranges of 
I nternal locus of control responses of May graduates' samples with CFCC professional 

i . . ^ ^ ; 

personnel as well 9s the all student group sub-samplps by age group, race, and sex. 

For .further comparison, Figure 3 on page2A' of this report graph ici|^l ly ^ 

compares the ranges of external locus of control responses of the May graduates* 

samples with CFCC professional personnel as well as all student group sub-samples by^ 

age group, race, and sex. . . 

Table 12 on the following page of this report shov/s the pi us-or-mrnus 

differences from the All CFCC Personnel internal locus of control mean (33) for 

each of the May graduate sub-samples. 
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T ABLE 12 

DIFFERENCES FROM THE ALL CFCC PERSONNEL 
INTERNAL LOCUS OF. CONTROL MEAN (33) 
. OF EACH OF THE MAY GRADUATE 
. SUB-SAMPLE INTERNAL MEANS 



Group 



Internal 
Mean 



Difference from 
All CFCC Personnel 
Internal Me^n (33) 



Total May Graduate Sample 



25 



30 



- 3 



Aged 17-20 
21-30 
31 & Ove 



16 
8 
1 



28 
32 
36 



V 



5 
1 



White, Aged 17-20 

Aged 21-30 * 
Aged 31 & Over' 
All Ages 



»5 
8 

0 

23 



30 
32 

31 



•. 3 
• 1 



Black, Aged 17-20 
.' Aged 21-30 



'1 



Aged 31 S Over 
All Ages , ' 



1 

0 
1 

2 



27 

36 
32 



+ 3 
- 1 



/ 



Male, Aged 17-20 
Aged 21-30 
Aged 31 ^ Over 
All Age3 



emale. Aged 17-20 
Aged 21-30' 
Aged 31 C Over 
s All Ages 



9 
k 
0 

13 



7 
k 
1 
M 



27 
33 

29 



30 
31 
36 
31 



6 
0 



- 3 

- 2 

+ 3 

- 2 
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Figure k on page 2iS of this report graphically presents the ^1 us-or;;___— — 
mlnus^dlfferen'ces from the, All CFCC Personnel internal locus of control mean (33) 

for the hIy graduate ^b-samples as well as the CFCC sub-samples and sub-samples 

, -- ■ . ... „■ ^ 

of all other student groups. ' 

For further comparison, Table 13 below shows the pi us-or-mi nus differences 
from the^l CFCC "Personnel external locus of- control response mean (7) for each of 
the May graduate sub-samples. , \ ^ - 









. TABLE 13 






DIFFERENCES FROM 


THE 


ALL CFCC PERSONNEL 






EXTERNAL LOCUS 


OF CONTROL MEAN (7) 








EACH OF 


THE 


MAY GRADUATE 






^^^,^-^^UB-SAMPLE 


EXTERNAL MEANS 
















Difference from 


Group 






N - 




External 


Al 1 CFCC Personnel 












Mean 


External Mean^ (7) 


Total May Graduate Sample 




25 




10 


+ 3 


Aged '17-20 






16 




12 


+ 5 


21-30 






8 




8 


+ 1 


31 & Over / 






1- 




k 


- 3 


White, Aged 17-20 






15 




10- 


+ 3 


Aged 21-30* 






8 , 




,8 


+ 1 


Aged 31 ^ Over 






' 0 








All Ages 






23 , , 




S 


+ 2 . 


Black, Aged 17-20 






1 




.13 [ 


+ 6 


Aged 21-30 






0 








Aged 31 ^ Over ^ 






1 








- • All Ages 






2 ; 




.8 


+ 1 


Mald^ Age^ 17-20 & 




> 


9 




13 ' 


+ 6 


Aged 21-30 






k 




7. 


0 


' Aged 31 Over 






0 








. Al 1 Ages 






13 




1,1 


+ h 


tfemale, Aged 17-20 


<> 




7 




• 10 


+ 3 


r 'Aged 21-30 






k 




9 


+ 2 


• \ Aged '31 S Over 






1 




k 


- 3^- 


• • Al 1 Ages 

1;, ll 

r—JL-* c 






12 




3 


+ 2 



, Figure 5 on page 28 of this re(tort graphical I7 presents this pi us-or-minus 

difference from the All CFCC Personnel external locus of control mean (7) for the' 
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lygraduate sub-samg^les as well as the CFCC Personnel •sub-samples and sub-samples 
of al i other student groups. 

Students W/ithdrawing From CFCC - Data Results . . 

Appendix E present? all calculation figures of internal and externa^l locus 
of control response me^ns, corresponding percentages of internal i ty and extei'nal i ty, 
aiW the pi us-or>-mrift(js differences from the All CFCC Personnel means for each sub- 
sample of students who withdrew from CFCC Term 11 , \S15^1(>* 

As noted in Table 2, page 18 of this report, the percentage of responses 
received from withdrawn students was UQ%^ considerably less than the 80-90%. con- 
sidered necessary in order to be able to make any */al id generalizations from the 
data. With this in mind, calculations were prepared nevertheless. 

The internal locus of control mean- for the total samplse of students wi th- 
drGwing from CFCC was calculated as 31, two less than^^RS^f CFCC Personnel mean . 
of 33. ThTs mean of 31 out of ^0 on internal responses repr«eTTt^ed 77. interna- 
lity compared to 82.5% internal ity for the Al 1 CFCC Personnel sample. The externa l 
response mean of 9 for students withdrawing is two more than .the Al 1' CFCC Personnel 
external response mean of 7 and represented 22.5% external i ty as compared "to 17.5% 
externality expressed by All CFCC Personnel. 

Table \h on the following page of this report summarizes - data on students 
^withdrawing from CFCC's internal ity and externality by sub-samples. 

•Figure 7, which follows Table graphically presents the internal 
locus of control response means of withdrawn students and all withdrawn student sub- 
samples as compared to the internal locus of control response mean of the Al 1 CFCC 
Pe^rsonnel sample. 
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A COMPARISON OF. THE INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL MEANS 
OF STUDENTS WITHDRAWN FROM CFCC 
WITH THE ALL-CFCC PERSONNEL MEAN 



ALL CFCC,JE|.^.QNM£L!i 



3Y AGE GROUP 



17-20 (N=f8) 
21-30 (14 -li) 

ALL AGES CN=38) 
BY {?ACE-WUtT£ 



J7-20(N->7) 

21-30 (n-'Q) 

ALL AGES CN =30 
5Y RACE- BUCK 



17-20 (N - I ) 
21-30 CM-- ^ 

ALL AGES (N=7) 
BY SEX- MALU 



17- 20 (N:G) 
21-30 (N^C-) 

ALL AGES m--n) 
BY SEX -FEMALE 



n-20 fM.-'2) 
21-30 fN:8) 

ALL AGES fM:20 




LOCUS Of CCKT^oL 
(hBAKS) 



Zo II ?2 23 ^•/^2S■ 27 a? 3o 3| 3Z 33 Jf 3S 3t 37 37 Vo 



Figure 7 
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38 

Table 15 below shows the ranges, medfans, and means of the internal 
Jocus of control responses for the sample of students withdrawn from CFCC and 
Selected sub-samples by age (17-20) and by race (aged 1 7"20) . 







'■ TABLE 


15 








WITHDRAWN STUDENTS INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL RESPONSE 
RANGES, MEDIANS, AND MEANS 
BY. TOTAL SAMPLE AND TWO SELECTED SUB-SAMPLES 
(By Age - 17-20 - and By Race (Aged 17-20) 


Group 


N 


Range 


'•Median 


Mean 


Total Withdrawn Students 


37 . 








22-39 


32 


31 


Aged 17-20 


18 








22-35 


32 


31 


White, Aged 17-20 


J7 








22-35 


32 


31 


Black, Aged 17-20 

- ■ ^— 


1 








35 


35 


35 



Figure 2 on page, 23 of this report graphically compares the ranges of 
internal locus of control responses of withdrawn students' samples with CFCG pro- 
fessional personnel as well as the all student group' sub-samples by age group, race, 
and sex. 

For further comparison. Figure 3 on page Ik of this report graphically 
compares the ranges of external locus of control responses of the withdrawn students' 
samples with CFCC professional personnel as well as all student group sub-samples by 
age group, race, and sex. 

Table 1^, on page 36 of this report, shows the pi us-or-minus differences 
from the All CFCC Personnel internal and external locus of control means (i nterna 1 : 33) 
(external :7) for each of the withdrawn student sub-samples. Figures k and 5 on pages 
26 t, 28graphical ly present the pi us-or-minus differences from the All CFCC Personnel 
Internal and external locus of control means for the withdrawn student sub-samples 
as well as the CFCC sub-samples and sub-samples of all other groups. 
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Students Dropping 2 or More CourseSc^.- Data Results 

Appendix F presents all calculatfon figures of internal and external locus 
of control response means, corresponding percentages of internal ity and externality, 
arid the plus-or-minus differences from the All vCFCC Personnel means for each sub- 
sample of students who dropped two or more courses Term 11, 1975~76. 

As noted in Table 2, page« 18 of this report, the percentage of responses 
received from students drppping two or more courses was hkZ^ considerably less than 
the 80-90% considered necessary in order to be able to make any valid generalizations 
from the data. With this'in mind, cal culat ions^ were prepared nevertheless. 
^<^, ' The internal .locus of control mean for the total sample of students dropping 

two or more courses was calculated as 31, two less than the All CFCC Personnel mean 
of 33. This mean of 31 out of AO on internal responses represented 77-5% interna- 
lity cpmpared to 82.5? internality for all CFCC Personnel. The external response 
mean of 9 for students dropping two or more coursesTs tv;o more than the All CFCC 
Perfjsonnel external response mean of 7 and represented 22.5? externality as compared 
to 17*5^ externality expressed by Al 1 CFCC Personnel.. 

Table I6 of the following page of this report summarizes data on students 
dropping tv/o or more courses* internality and externality by sub-samples. 

Figure .8, which follows Table 16, graphically presents the internal 
locus of control response means of students dropping two or. more courses and all 
of Its sub-samples as compared to the internial locus of control . response mean of the 

All CFCC Personnel sample. 
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A COMPARISON OF THE INTERfML LOCUS OF CONTROL, MEANS 
OF STUDENTS DROPPING 2 OR MORt COURSES 
WITH THE ALL-CFCC PERSONNEL MEAN 



ALL CrCC PERSONNEL 



2 0J2 M0R£ COURSE 
, (N-.50 . ' 

gy AGE GROUP : 

IT-ZO ("Ni'S?) 

.31 fOVERCM'S") 
ALL/\(JESCk|:?0 

BY RACE-WMITE 
l7>2oCN-i7) 

. Z/-30 cn^io^ : 
/ILL AGes^N^a?) : 



6Y RACE-BLiACk 
17- 2o CN-8> 

ALL AGES CN^>7; 



BY SEX -MALE 

I7-Z0CN-I6> 

21-30 CN- iz> 
ALLA&ESCn--32) 



BY S£)(- FEMALE 

17-20 CN- 17) 
21-30 CN-. 6 ) 

4LL AGES('N-24) 




.LQCOS. OF CONTROL 
L RESPbfJSES 



20 21 Xl 23 i4 2S Zt 27 28 Zl 30 31 32 3i 3f iS 37 37 
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Table 17 below shows the ranges, medians, and means of the "^ternal 
locus of control responses for the sample of students dropping two or more courses 
and selected sub-samples by age (17"20) anJ by race (aged 17"20), 









TABLE 17 








STUDENTS DROPPING 2 OR MORE COURSES 
INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL RESPONSE 
RANGE'S, Mg.D+^ANS, AND MEANS 
BY TOTAL SAMPLE AND TWO SELECTED SUB-SAMPLES 
By Age - 17-20 - and By Race (Aged 17-20) 




Group 


N 




Range 


Median 


Mean 


Total Sample of Studer\^ts 

Dropping 2 or More Courses 


56 




38-8 


31.5 


31 


Aged 17-20'- 


37 




38-16 


30 


29 


White, Aged 17-20 


27 




38-21 


30 


. 31 


Black, Aged 17-20 


8 




35-16 


25.5 


25 





— ^-^^^ — ^ ~ — ^ — ^ — 

Figure 2 on page 23 of this repprt graphically compares the ranges of 
internal locus of control responses of students dropping tv/o or more courses' samples 
with CFCC professional personnel as well as the all student group sub-samples by age 



group, race, and sex. 

For further comparison. Figure 3 on page 2h of this report graphically 
compares the ranges of external locus of control responses of students dropping two 

3 

or more courses' samples with CFCC professional personnel as well as all student 
. group sub-samples by age group, race, and sex. 

Table 16, on page ^0 of this report, shows the plus-or-minus differences 
from the All CFCC Personnel internal and external locus of control means ( internal : 33) 
(external: 7) for each of the students dropping two or more courses student sub-samples 
Figures A and 5, pp. 26 -and 28, graphical ly present the plus-or-minus di f ferences f rom 
the All CFCC Personnel internal and external locus of control means for the sub-samples 
of students dropping two or more courses as well as the CFCC sub-samples and the sub- 

o 49 / 



samples of all other groups. 

Basic Education, High-Risk Students - Data Results \ 

^ \ 

Appendix G presents al I calculation figures, of internal and external locus 
of control response means, corresponding percentages of internality and externality,^ 
and the plus-or-minus differences from the All CFCC Personnel means for each sub- 
sample of Basic Education, high-risk students enrolled Term lll-A, 1975-76. 

As noted on Table 2, page 18 of this report, the percentage of responses 
received from Basic Education students enrolled in that department's two sections 
of ENG 101 was 100?, which obviously was greater than the 80-90% considered necessary 
In order to be able to make any valid generalizations from the data. 

The internal locus^^bf control mean for the total sample of Basic Education 
students was calculated as 28, five less than the All CFCC Personnel mean of 33. 
This mean of 28 out of l\Q on internal responses represented ^0% internality compared 
to 82. 5X internality for All CFCC Personnel'. The external response mean of 12 for 
Basic Education students is five more than the. All CFCC Personnel external response 
mean of 7 and represented 30? externality as compared to M .5% externality expressed 
by All CFCC Personnel. 

Table 18 on the following page of this report summarizes data on students 
enrolled in the Basic Education Department -- internality and externality by sub-sampl 

Figure 9, which follows Table 18, graphically presents the internal locus 
of control response means of students in. the Basic Education Department and all 
of its sub-samples as compared to the internal lt>cus of control response mean of the 
All CFCC Personnel sample. 
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Figure 9 

A COMPARISON OF THE INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL MEANS 
OF BASIC- EDUCATION, HIGH-RISK STUDENTS 
WITH THE ALL-CFCC PERSONNEL MEAN 

r 
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Table 19 below show$_the ranges, medians, andymeans of the Internal 
locus qf control response^ of t^e Basic Education student sample and selecte^^ 
^ub-samples by age (17-20) and by race (aged 17-20). C/^ 
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TABLE 


19 










BASIC 


EDUCATION 


STUDENTS 


at 






INTERNAL 


LOCUS 


OF 


CONTROL RESPONSE 








RANGES, 


MEDIANS, 


AND MEANS 






BY 


TOTAL SAMPLE AND 


TWO 


SELECTED SUB-SAMPLES 






By Ase - 17-20 - 


and 


By Race (Aged 17-20) 




Group 


N 




1 Range 


•4 

Med i an 


Mean 


Total Sample of Basic 




















Education Students 




AO 










36-18 


28 


• 28 • 


Aged 17-20 




15 










3A-18 


2A 


25 


White, Aged 17-20 




5 










31-18 


18 


22 


Black, Aged 17-20 




7 ' 










3^-22 


28 


27 


Other, Aged 17-20 


7 


3 , . 










26-20 


23 


23 
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Figure 2 on page 23 of th i s^-' report graphically compares the ranges of 
internal locus of control responses of Basic Educc^tion students with those of the 
All CFCC PersonnaKlsample as well as with all student sub"5ampjes by age group, race, 
and sex. 

Figure 3 on page 2k of this report graphica' ly compares the ranges of . 
external locus of control responses of Basic Education students w.ith-'those of tfie 
All CFCC Personnel sample as well as with all student sub-samples' by age group, ra^ce, 
and sex. " 

Table 18 on page kl^ of this report shows the plus-or-minus differences from 
the All CFCC Personnel internal and external locus of cont r^l .means (internal: 33) 
(external: 7; for each of the Basic Education student samples. Figures k and 5 on pages 
26 and 28 of this report graphically present thp pi us-or-mi nus' di f ferences from the 
All CFCC Personnel inter^l and.^'Se^xternal locus of control meansA'or the Basic Educatioh , 

•■ 53. ' ■ . . ; 



. ^ 0 i,7 V ' ; 

student sub-samples a^s well as the C FCC sub-samples and the sub-samples of all 
other groups surveyed. \ * • 



Table 20 below gives a comparison of all sampled 'groups ' internal locus of 

control, scores as they relate to the Ail-CFCC Personnel mean of 33- 

0. . 



^ TABLE 20 

' . A COMPARISON OF ALL SAMPLED GROUPS' 
/ INTERNAL LOdUS OF CONTROL SCORES 
'■" C IN RELATIONSHIP TO ALL-CFCC ^PERSONNEL MEAN* 

■ ■ A •■ ■ i / ^ 




Scores 
Above 
Mean 


Scores 

at 
Mean 


I Scores 
' Below 
i Mean 


Sco 
Be 
'•3 


res 
low 
0 


Scores 
Below 
25 


Scores 
Below 
• 20. 


GROUP 


N 


% ' 


N 


% 


i 

N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


I 


Al 1-CFCC Personnel . 
. (N=37) . . - 


16 




6 


16% 


15 


h]% 


5 


]k% 


3 


b% 


0 




Basic Education Students 
(N=^0) 


9 




2 


5% 


29 


12\% 


2k 


60% 


12 


30% 


1 


. 3% 


May Graduates . . * 
(N=25) 


5 


20% 


5 


20% 


15- 


(>0% 


10 


ko% 


k 


\]e% 


2 


. B% 


Withdrawals 
(N=38) 




-37% 




}]% 


20 


53% 


11 


23% 


2 


5% 


0 




Dropping 2 or More ^ ' 
Courses (N=56) 


X 

23 


k]% 


2 


■k% 




55% 


18 


32%, 


8 


]k% 


3 


5% 


* iJeriv^d from information found in Appendix H. to this report. 

- — ■■ — ^ — — ^ — 



Figure 10, found on^ page pf this/Teport, graphically presents the above 
information as a conffSarlson of^the ifiternal locus of control sc?Sres of all groups 
sampled as they related to the'-AH-CFCC Personnel mean of 33, Figure 11, on page 
^9, compares the scores bfeloK 30, 25, and 20 (above) for all groups sampled. 
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FIGURE 10 

A COMPARISON OF ALL SAMPLED GROUPS' 
INTERNAL LOCUS OF .CONTROL SCORES 
IN RELATIONSHIP TO ALL-CFCC PERSONNEL MEAN 
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FIGURE 11 

A COMPARISON OF ALL SAMPLED GROUPS' 
INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL SCORES 
BELOW 30, 25, AND 20 



PERCENT 
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The study attempted to answer eight questions (see page 12). Due 
to the low response percentages of three student groups, the first three of these 
questions could not be addressed* Research data that was considered valid, however, 
supplied the following; 

There is a difference between the internal locus of control 
mean of the All-CFCC Professional Personnel sample ar^* 

new C FCC Basic Education, nontrad i t lonal , high-risk 

students. 

Basic Education students aged 17-20 and 21-30. 

White Basic Education students (all age groups). 

Black Basic Education students (all age groups). 

Male Basic Education students (all age groups), 

Female Basic Education students (all age groups). 

the Administrator, CvOunselor, Business-Social 

Science Faculty, and Natural Science Faculty 
sub-samples — all of which were higher. 

* the Divis ion Di rectors and Fine Arts Faculty sub- 

samples both of which were lower. 
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DISCUSSION. IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Discussion and Implications 
Responses r 

As shown in Tables 1 anc^ 2, pages 17 and 18, response percentages of 
two sampled groups were sufficient to make valid generalizations from all data 
derived: CFCC prdfess ional personnel (95 percent response) and Basic Education, 
high-risk students (100 percent response). CFCC personnel sub-samples had 100 
percent response with the exception of admini stratcrs (83 percent) and natural 
sciences teaching faculty (80 percent). One person in each of these sub-samples 
did not respond. 

No valid generalizations could be made from the data of any of the 
remaining groups sampled due to low response percentages (May graduates, 26 per- 
cent; withdrawn students, ^0 percent; and students dropping two or more courses, 

percent). Although data from these samples were processed, all were done with 
the realization that any overall findings would be inconclusive and unreliable, 
(Certain information regarding individual scores, however, could be presented as 
•'Other Data" later in this report.) Therefore, the following discussion of the 
results of this study is limited to the All-CFCC Personnel sample and the Basic 
Education student sample, 
Response Distribution by Age Groups 

As shown in Table 3, page 18, the larger percentage of Basic Education 
student respondents was in the 21-30 age group only slighter higher than the 
17-20 age group, which had two less students. In each of the other student samples, 
the larger percentages of respondents were aged 17-20, Comparison figures for the 
17-20 age group were developed throughout the study inasmuch as this age group 
was represented by larger percentages and is the age group of the majority of 
CFCC students. Only the Basic Education student data, however, was considered valid. 

51 
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Response Distribution by Sex 

The distribution of responses from males and females was reasonably 
proportionate, as shown In Table ^, page 19, The Basic Education student sample 
(N=A0) showed the greatest difference, with 28 males and 11 females responding, 
(One student was not identified by sex.) Ninety of the total 159 student re- 
spondents were male and 68 were female. Comparison figures by sex were developed, 
although only the Basic Education student data was considered valid. 
Response Distribution by Race 

i . • 

White respondents far outnumbered black in each of the ^tudent groups 
sampled even though CFCC ' s minor i ty enrollment was 20 percent inl^Term M, 1975-7^ 
(Weaver, 1976)- (See Table 5, page 19.) The difference was less pronounced in the 
Basic Education student sample (Whites, 2h; Blacks, 13; Other, 3)^. The Basic Edu- 
cation Department generally serves a large percentage of mi nor i ty students due to 
its purpose of serving the nontradi t ional , high-risk student. Comparison figures 
by race, aged 17-20, were developed, although oTily the Basic Education student 
data was considered valid. 

Internal Locus of Control Means 

As was assumed, the All-CFCC professional personnel sample and most of 

Its sub-samples proved to have high internal locus of control orientation. (See 
Appendix C) The All-CFCC Personnel mean, 33, was used as the basis for this 
comparative study. Considering the maximum possible of ^0, the mean represented 
an expression of 82,5 percent internal ity. The means of three sub-samples (All- 
Teaching Faculty, Applied Sciences Faculty, and Basic Education Department Faculty) 
coincided with the All-CFCC Personnel Mean. The means of four personnel sub-samples 
were above the All-CFCC Personnel mean (Counselors and Business-Social Sciences* 
Faculty, 35, Bji percent internal ity; and Administrators and Natural Sciences 
Faculty, 3^, 85 percent internal ity) . The Division Directors sub-sample mean(3l) 
was slightly below the All-CFCC Personnel mean and represented 77i percent 
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Internal Ity, The only sharp contrast within the All-CFCC Personnel sample was 
that of the Fine Arts Faculty sub-sampl e wi th a considerably lower mean of 28 
(70 percent f nternal i ty) . ^ 

An overall implication of this portion of the study supported the belief 
that CFCC students are being served by administrators, division directors, counselors 

and teaching faculty that are very internally oriented. / 

/ 

Basic Education, High-risk Students (See Appendix G.) 

Total Sample . As was assumed, the total Basic Education student sample 
proved to be considerably less internally-oriented than the CFCC ; profess iona 1 
personnel serving it. (Note: Although the assumption that the/Basic Education 
students would show less internal locus of control or ientat ion /thai May graduates 
was supported by the data, it could not be considered valid due to the low 
percentage of response from May graduates.) . _ j 

The mean of the total sample of Basic Education students wa:* calculated 

/ 

as 28, representing 70 percent internal ity, a difference of/ five from the AJl-CFCC 
Personnel me.n, 33, which represented 82.5 percent internal ity. However, the 
Basic Education student mean was considerably lower than tour of the CFCC personnel 
sub-samples, whose means rrjn as high as 35 (87i percent i nternal i ty) , and was the 
same as the only low CFCC personnel sub-sample, Fino Arts Faculty. 

A valid" implication of chis data was that nont rad i t iona? , high-risk Basic 
Education students as a total group, are not highly internally or iented, yet a-e 
being served by CFCC personnel who are highly internally oriented. 

Basic Education S tud ent Sub-sample Aged I7'"20 

As was assumed, the sub-sample aged 17-20 proved to be considerably 
le5S internal ly-or?enLed than the CFCC personnel sample. 

The mean of the Basic Education studen* sub-sample aged 17"'20 (25) was 
more dramatic in its difference from the All-CFCC Personnel mean than was the total 
Basic Education student s.";mple. This mean of 25 represented only 62i percent 
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Internal locus of control orfentatlon compared to the 82.5 percent of the All- 
CFCC Personnel sample and as high as the 87i percent and 85 percent of four of 
the personnel sub-samples. 

A valid fmplfcation of this data was that nontKadJt (onal , high-risk, Basic 
Education students aged 17-20 are only slightly internally oriented, yet are bejng 
served by CFCC personnel who are considerably more internally oriented. 

White Basic Education Student Sub-sample Aged 17-20 

The mean of the white Basic Education student sub-sample aged 17-20 was 
even more dramatic. Its mean of 22 represented only 55 percent internality com- 
pared to the 82.5 percent of the All-CFCC Personnel sample and the 87i- ^nd 85 
percent of four of it^ sub-samples. ' 

A valid implication of this data was that white, nontradi t ional , high-risk 
Basic Education students aged 17-20 are nearly equal in i nterna 1 -external locus of 
control orientation yet they are being served, by CFCC personnel who are far more ' 
internally oriented than they. 

- Black Basic Education Student Sub-sample A^ed 17-20 

As was assumed, minority students showed much less internality than 
CFCC personnel . , 

The mean of the black sub-sample aged 17-20 (27), though not as extreme 
as that of the white student sub-sample, was nevertheless considerably lower than 
the All-CFCC Personnel mean. . The' mean of 27 represented 67.5 percent Internal locus 
of control orientation as compared to the 82.5 percent of the All-CFCC -Personnel 
sample and the BJi and 85 percent of four of its sub-samples. (The mean of three 
minority students Tdent i f ied as *'other" was 23, or 57^* percent internality.) 

A val id impl icat ion of this data was that black, nontradi t Ional , high- 
risk students (and other minority students) aged 17-20, are considerably less 
Internally oriented than the CFCC personnel who serve them. 

Hale Basic Education Student Sub-sample Aged 17-20 

The mean of the male Basic Education student sub-sample aged 17-20 (26) 
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was considerably lower than the All-CFGC Personnel mean. The mean of -26 repre- 

\ 

sented 65 percent internallty compared to the 82.5 percent of the All-CFCC Personnel 

\ 

sample and the 87i and 85 percent of four of Its sub-samples. 

A valid implication of this data was that male nontrad! t iona 1 , high-risk 
Basic Education students aged 17"20 are cons iderabl y 1 ess Internally oriented than 
the CFCC personnel who serve them. 

Female Basic Education Student Sub-sample Aged 17"20 

The mean of the female Basic Education student sub-sample aged 17'"20 
(23) was more dramatically lower than the All-CFCC Personnel mean. The mean of 
23 represented 57^ percent internal locus of control orientation compared to the 
82^ percent of the All-CFCC Personnel sample and the 87i and 85 percent of four 
of its sub-samples. 

A valid implication of this data Wf^s that female nontraditional , high-risk 
Basic Education students aged 17"20 are far less internally oriented than the CFCC 
personnel who serve them. \ ^ 

Ranges of Scores (See Table 7, page 22, and Figure 2, Page 23) 

As was assumed, most CFCC Personnel sub-samples had very slight ranges 
of scores. With the exception of three sub-samples, the personnel sub-samples 
showed differences in ranges from only 6 (Basic Education Faculty, 31"37); 7 
(Administrators, 31"38; Business-Social Sciences Faculty, 31"38; and Natural 
Sciences Faculty, 30-37); or 8 (Counselors, 30-38; and Applied Sciences F.aculty, 
29-37)* The Fine Arts Faculty range showed a difference of I6 and both the 
Division Directors and All-Teaching Faculty sub-samples showed differences of 17- 
(Fine Arts Faculty, 21-37; Division Directors, 21-38; \and All-Teaching Faculty, 
21-38.) Consequently, the All-CFCC Personnel sample's! range of scores was from 
21-38, a difference of 17> due to the extremes c^i^^these last three sub-samples. 
The differences in the range of scores of the Basic Education student 
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sample and its sub-samples usually were greater than that of most of the CFCC 
personnel sub-samples. (Total somple 18; aged 17"20, 16; white, aged 17-20, 13; 
black, aged 17-20, 12; and "other*' aged 17-20, 6.) 

However, of nx>re importance was the fact that the •upper and lower scores 
of the Basic Education student sample and its sub-sarnples were lower than the CFCC 
personnel sample and it5 SLib-samples (with one exception — the lower limit- of 
black Basic Education students aged 17-20 was one score higher than that of the 
All-CFCC p.^.rsonnel range) total sample, 36-18; aged 17*20, 3^-18; white aged 
17-20, 31-18; black aged 17-20, 3^-22; and other minorities aged 17-20, 26-20 

A valid interpretation of the data was that CFCC personnel had ranges of 
scores that were higher than the Basic Education, high-risk students they serve 
and that none of the CFCC personnel scored as low as the lower scores in the Basic . 
Education samples ' -ranges of scores. 

Scores in Relationship to Mean (See Appendix H and Figures 10 and 11, pages ^8-^9.) 

Fifty-nine percent of the CFCC personnel had internal locus of control 
scores at or above the All-CFCC Personnel mean (33)- Of the 15 personnel scoring 
below the mean, ten scored between the mean, 33» and 30 (75 percent internal i ty) . 
Five scored below 30; three of this five (8 percent of the total sample) scored 
below 25. None scored 20 or below (50 percent i ntern^l i ty) . Thus, 87 percent of 
CFCC personnel scored between 30-^0 on the ANS-IE instrument (75-100% internal i ty) ; 
^3 percent scored above the mean; and l6 percent scored at the mean. 
\ ' Therefore, it could be stated with validity that the percentage of 

individual CFCC personnel scores was extremely high in its reflection of internal 
^ locus of control orientation of these personnel. 

In comparison, the opposite could be stated about the percentage of Basic 
Education students (N=^0) scores. Although nine students {lli percent) scored 
above the mean, only two (five percent) scored at the mean, with 72i percent scoring 
below the mean. Sixty percent (N=2^) of the Basic Education students scored below 
30; 30 percent (N=1 2) scored below 25; and 3 percent (N-l) scored below 20. Again, 
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a vol id implication was apparent: CFCC*s Basic Edgcation students of all ages 
are far less internally oriented than are the CFCC personnel serving them, as 
shown by. the distribution of their individual scores. 

Other Data 

Although the data from the other three student groups surveyed could not 
be considered valid due to low response percentages, it was felt that certain In- 
formation regarding individual scores of students in these groups should be mentioned. 
(See Table 20, page and Figures 10 and 11, pages ^8 and ^9.) Even though 
relatively few students in these groups were motivated to participate in the study, 
the scores of those individuals who did respond show that many of these students 
are far less internally oriented than are the CFCC personnel attempting to serve 
them. Scoring less than the All-CFCC Personnel mean were 60 percent (N=15) of the 
May graduate sample; 53 percent (N=20) of the withdrawn students sample; and 55 
percent (N=31) of the students who dropped two or more courses sample. 

Scoring below 30 (75 percent internal ity) were hO percent (N=10) of the 
May graduates; 29 percent (N=ll) of the withdrawn students; and 32 percent (N=18) 
of the students dropping two or more courses. 

Scoring below 25 (622 percent internal ity) were 16 percent (N=A) of the 
May graduates; 5 percent (N=2) of the withdrawn students; and ]h percent (N=8) of 
those dropping two or more courses. ** 

Eight percent (N=2) of the May graduate respondents and 5 percent (N=3) 
of those dropping two or more courses scored below .20 (50 percent internal i ty) , 

Considering all students responding in the st'jdy, including Basic Education 
students, two scored 19 (^72 percent internal i ty) ; 'five scored 18 (hS percent in- 
ternality); one scored 17 (^2^ percent internal i ty) ; one scored 16 (^0 percent 
internal i ty) ; and one scored 8 (20 percent internal i ty) , 

. Obviously, .even though most of the data bn three of the student groups 
was invalid, individual responses show that large numbers of CFCC students express 
far less internal locus of control than the great majority of CFCC personn,el paid 
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to serve them, 

> 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. Central Florida Community College administrators, division directors, 
counselors, and teaching faculty should be made aware of the Locus of Control 
theory as It applies to their students and the motivation of these students. This 
could be accomplished by the administration's sponsorship of a workshop dealing 
with the concepts of Locus of Control, 'improving Student Motivation*', Such work- 
shops are being conducted successfully by such persons as Dr,.John E, Roueche, a 
national lecturer in the Nova University Ed,D, Program for Community College Faculty, 
Dr, Roueche, a community college curriculum expert, has been instrumental in the 

further development of Rotter's Social Learning Theory related to one's locus of 

\ 

control orientation and recently published (with Oscar G, Mink)\ a text, Improving 
Student Motivation , Such a workshop would not only make CFCC personnel aware of 
the locus of control concepts but also teach them how to help develop an internal 
locus of control orientation in their students. — one key to facilitating atudent 
success. The workshop could help those CFCC personnel who scored low themselves 
on internal ity to realize the dynamic^ of the theory in their own lives and continued 
personal growth, 

2, Inasmuch as CFCC continues to enroll increasing numbers of non^rad i t iona 1 , 
high-risk students, counselors and Basic Education Depaj^-fnent faculty members should 
develop intensive procedures to identify and to serve such students who demon^Jtrate 
low internal locus of control orientation. Data from this study verified that\ the 
greater percentage of these students have low internal locus of control orientations. 
Counselors could offer group counseling for such students, using materials such ks 
Confronting Student Attitudes , by John E, Roueche and Oscar G, Mink, which helps 
aid external 1 y oriented students in the realization of control in their lives andiii 
the expectation of success rather than failure in their college work, Basic EducatlAn- 
Department staff members could continue, yet intensify, their efforts to identify \ 
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these students by use of the ANS-IE and to help these students realize their 

change possibilities. (The self-study unit, Improving Student Motivation , by 

i ' 

I 

Rouechcand Mink, would be beneficial to counselors and Basic Educat Ion Department 

faculty In regards to the above recommendation. It Is reasonably priced and pro- 

j 

vides an understanding of the concepts of locus of control, success expectancy, 
.and chang'o techniques for both teaching faculty and counselors.) 

3. Counselors should Identify other externally oriented (but non-Basic 
Education students) entering the college, by administration of :he ANS-IE during 
summer orientation sessions for new students. Students identified as externals 
could then be invited into group sessions as described in #2 above in an effort to 
facilitate these students' chances of college success. 

Counselors should use the ANS-IE in individual counseling with students 
who come to them for a wide range of problems to determine if an external locus of 
control might have anything to do with their lack of problem solving technique and 
In their lack. of success in dealing with such situations in r lives. 

5. Faculty, once taught the locus of control concepts and techniques 
for dealing with externally orientec students, should use the ANS-IE to determine 
which students in their classes express on external locus of control orientation. 
TJ\ey could then use the newly-learned techniques with such students in an effort to 
serve better all of the students entrusted to them. 

FURTHER STUDIES 

1. Inasmuch as the procedures used in the current study failed to 
develop sufficient responses from three student groups (graduates, wi thdrawa 1 s , and 
students dropping two or more courses), it is felt that step^ should be taken to 
secure sufficient sampling from each of these groups to complete the compari sons 
originally intended. This could be accomplished as follows: 

a. A sample of graduates could complete tfie ANS-IE Opinion 
Survey as part of their graduation application process. 
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^ b. A sample of students withdrawing from^FCC could complete 

the survey as part of, the withdrawal process. 

c. A sample of students dropping two or more courses could:.,..^^^^ 

■ 

^ .be asked by their counselors to complete the survey. 

\ \ 

2. To val idate further the results of the present study, newly-enrol led 
Basic Education, high-risk students shoDld be given the, surv^, as shoi^d another 
- sample of CFCC teaching faculty. ^ ^ . ^ ' 

\ 
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APPENDIX A 



INSTkUCTJONS; 



lie low arc a number of questions about various topics. They iiave been co Hoc ted from 

different groups of people and represent a variety of opinions. There* are no right 

or w rong a nswers to thl^ ^ui^stiormaj^e, we are only interested in your, opinions on 

these questions. Please darken the appropriate square, "yes*' or "no", for each question below. 

1. Do you believe that most problems will solve themselves if you C 
Just don't fo61 with them? □ YES JZl NO ^ 

2. Do you believe tJiat you can stop yourself from catching a cold? □ YES | 1 NO 

3. Arc some people just born lucky? / □ YES (ZIJ NO 

4. Most of the time do you feel that getting good grades riTeant a 

great deal to you? □ YES O NO ■ 

5. Are you often blamed for things that just'^aren't your fault? ^ £Z3 YES CI} NO 

6. Do you believe that if somebody studies hard enough he or she 

can pass any subject? ' □ YES O NO 

7. Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to try hard 

because things never turn ou*: right anyway? CD YES CZJNO 

8. Do you feel that if things start out well in the morning that \ 

it's going to be a good day no matter what you do? [3 YES EZINO 

9. Do you feel that most of the time parents listen to whaft the>r 

children have to say? □ YES CUNO 

10. Do you believe that wishing can make good things happen? fZ3 YES CD NO 

11. When you get punished does it usually seem it's for no good 

reason at all? □ ^^S O NO 

12. Most of. the time do you i find it hard to change a friend's 

(mind) opinion? * □ YES O NO 

13. Do you think that cheering more than luck helps a team to win? fZD YES O NO 

14. Did yon fcr»l •■hat it \^as nearly impossible to change your 

parenv x.. a .^bout anything? QYES CliNO 

15. Do yoi! 1: ve that parents should allow children to make most 

of their Jwn decisions? iZ3YES f — * NO 

-16. Do you feel that wJ^en you do something wrong there's very 

little you can do to make it right? " DYES I — \Hn 

17. Do you believe thcs*- nwst people are just born good at sports? O^^^S QNO 

18. Are most of the other people your age stronger than you are? OYES ( — {NO 

19V Do you feel that one of the best ways to handle most problems 

is just not to think about them? (ZlYES CZlHO 



20. Do you. feel that you have a lot of choice in deciding who your 
friends are? 



□ YES ONO 



21. If you find a four leaf clover, do you believe that it might 

bring you good luck? OYES CJHO 

/'. 

22. Did you often feel that whether or not you did your homework 

had much to do with what kind of grades you got? HjYES ( — I NO 

23. Do you feel that when a person your age is angry at you, there's 

little you can do to stop him or her? DYES CZlNO 

24. Kave you ever had a good luck charm? DyES CZJNO 

25. Do you believe that whether or not people like you depends on 

how you act? ' ^ CUYES ONO 



26. Did your parents usually help you if you asked then to? ^ CHYES CH^O 

27. Have you felt that when people veie angry with you it was- usually 

. for no reason at all? ^ □YES □NO 

28. Most of the time, do you feel that you can change, what might 

happen tomorrow by what you do today? / C^ES CUNO 

29. Do you believe that when bad things are going to happen they just 

' are going to happen no matter what you try to do to s^top them? QYES CZJNO 

30. DO you think vthat people can get their own way if they just 

keep trying? \ • / OYES E=]NO 

31. Most of the time do you fi«3 it useless to try to get your own _™ 
way at home? 7 • I-J"^^ 

i 'I 

32. Do you feel that \l/hen Qood things happen they happen because 

of hard work? / j □YES Uim 

33. Do you feel th^t when somebody your age wants to be your enemy 

there's little you can do to change matters? / ClNO 

34. Do you feel tha/it's easy to get friends to do what you want 

them to do? / / OYES [ZlNO 

/. / • 

35. Do you usually feel tl;r.t you have little to say about what mYES niNO 
you get to ea^ at home? • — * * — ' 

36 Do you feel that when someone doesn't like iou there's little 

you can do a^ont it? / ♦ □ YES QNO 



37. Did you usually feel that it was almost usele^>s to try in school _ ^ 
because mosti other children were just plaib smarter than you are? |_J ibb ujwu 



38, Are you the 
things turn 



kind of person who believes .that planning ahead ^akes 

out better? / QYES C2^0 



39. Most of tholtime, do you feel that you have little to say about _ 
what your family decides to do? / □YES aNO 

40, Do you thinkl it's better to be smart thin to be lucky? QYES ONO 

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING: 

HALE \ _rEMALE AGE RACE: CAUCASION _BLACK JDTHER 

\ . • ? _ 

PLEASE RETURN THt OPINION SURVEY/FORM TO: 

TOM WEAVErV COUNSELOR, COUNSELING'' DEPARTMENT. CFCC 
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APPENDIX B 



I'M POIMG- A 
Amp Neep Vbuf^ 




O O 



You are one of a small percentage of 
CFCC students chosen to help! ' • 

Please take 10 minutes and complete the enclosed OPINION SURVEY, 
There are no *'right*' or J'wrong" ansv/ersJ Please return the form 
In the enclosed envelope as soon as possible ! DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME 

We hope that the results of this survey wil.l help CFCC serve all of 
Its students betterl 

Thank you very muchi 
sincerely, 



Tom V/eaver, Counselor 

Central Florida Community College 
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